Transformational leadership has been an interesting research topic for decades. There are several transformational leadership scales developed by different academicians. The purpose of this study is to develop a transformational leadership scale for the Turkish organizational setting. Two focus groups and four in-depth interviews were conducted, and a survey was carried out. Items generated at the end of this process were combined with some items of Podsakoff, Mackenzie and Bommer's (1996) 
Introduction
An organization is not a mere group of people working under the same roof. In order for an organization to achieve success, there has to be cooperation, zest and harmony among the staff. At this stage, the role of the leader becomes important to the extent that he/she can stimulate employees to transcend their self-interest for the sake of the mission and vision of their group and/or organization. Leadership has been an interesting topic for researchers for several decades; especially transformational leadership has received considerable interest since Bass (1985) adapted the concepts of transformational and transactional leaders introduced by Burns (1978) to organizational management.
A review of the literature indicates that transformational leaders have an enhancing effect on outcome variables such as followers' job satisfaction (Podsakoff and Mackenzie, 1996) , job performance (Jyoti and Bhau, 2015) , motivation (Barbuto, 2005) , and levels of stress (Harms et al., 2017) . Transformational leadership have been examined in various cultures and different organizational settings (e.g. schools, hospitals etc.), and it have proved to play an important role in organizational and personal outcomes. While in many of these studies the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) (Bass and Avolio, 1990 ) has been used, some researchers have developed their own scale because of some concerns about factorial and discriminant validity problems. The purpose of this paper is to develop and adapt the Transformational Leadership Behavior Inventory (Podsakoff et al., 1996) for studies conducted in the Turkish organizational setting and to test its nomological validity by using the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire.
Literature Review
In the last three decades, scholars have been studying mainly two different types of leadership: transformational and transactional leadership. These concepts were introduced by Burns (1978) in his book "Leadership" as two forms of political leadership. Bass (1985) applied Burn's ideas to organizational management. Bernard Bass (1985) elaborated on Burn's notion of leadership and posited that transformational and transactional leadership are not at opposite ends of a single continuum of leadership as Burns asserted. Bernard Bass and his co-researcher Bruce Avolio (1990) devised Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire and on the basis of research using MLQ, Bass found that transformational and transactional leadership are independent and complementary. According to transactional leadership theory there is an exchange relationship between leader and follower to meet their own selfinterests. Simply stated, transactional leaders give followers something they want in exchange for something the leaders want. Transactional leaders engage their followers in a relationship of mutual dependence in which the contributions of both sides are acknowledged and rewarded (Kuhnert and Lewis, 1987) . Transactional leadership encompasses contingent reward and management-by-exception: in the form of contingent reward, the leader clarifies for the follower through direction or participation what the follower needs to do to be rewarded for the effort, in the form of active management-byexception, the leader monitors the follower's performance and takes corrective action if the follower fails to meet standards, in the form of passive leadership, the leader practices passive managing-by-exception by waiting for problems to arise before taking corrective action or is laissez-faire and avoids taking any action. Transformational leadership refers to the leader moving the follower beyond immediate self-interests through idealized influence (charisma), inspiration, intellectual stimulation, or individualized consideration. It elevates the follower's level of maturity and ideals as well as concerns for achievement, selfactualization, and the well-being of others, the organization, and society. Idealized influence and inspirational leadership are displayed when the leader envisions a desirable future, articulates how it can be reached, sets an example to be followed, sets high standards of performance, and shows determination and confidence. Followers want to identify with such leadership. Intellectual stimulation is displayed when the leader helps followers to become more innovative and creative. Individualized consideration is displayed when leaders pay attention to the developmental needs of followers and support and coach the development of their followers. The leaders delegate assignments as opportunities for growth (Bass, 1999) . Recently, Bass and Avolio added a fifth dimension, idealized attributes, to transformational leadership assessment scale in the MLQ. Idealized attributes dimension, which builds trust, comprises these items: instill pride in others for being associated with them, go beyond selfinterest for the good of the group, display a sense of power and confidence, and make personal sacrifices for others' benefit.
In his book Transformational Leadership: Industrial, Military, and Educational Impact (1998), Bass cited evidence from a range of studies, carried out across the world, that transformational leadership has a strong positive relationship with a range of outcome variables such as organizational productivity, job satisfaction and commitment, and lower level of stress. Researchers using the MLQ-5X found that transformational leadership influenced positively individual and group outcomes in business (Purvanova et al., 2006) , the military (Dvir et al., 2002), education (Barnett and Mccormick, 2004) and in sport (Zacharatos et al., 2000) . Transformational leadership behaviors result in higher levels of individual, group, and organizational performance beyond that accounted for transactional behaviors (Bass et al., 2003) .
A variety of organizational studies demonstrated that transformational leadership behaviors were positively related to the follower's job satisfaction (Podsakoff and Mackenzie, 1996; Podsakoff et al., 1990; Butle et al., 1999; Pilai et al., 1999; Sparks and Schenk, 2001) .
Recently, studies on transformational leadership have begun to shift their focus toward identifying and understanding contextual variables that may influence or moderate the relationship of transformational leadership with followers' level of motivation and performance (Avolio et al., 2004) , some studies examined the moderating effects of individualism and collectivism on followers' reactions to transformational leadership (Walumbwa and Lawler, 2003) . Moreover, researchers have begun to examine the role o followers in terms of being active participants in the leadership process dynamics (Whitford and Moss, 2009; Zhu et al., 2009) .
A meta-analysis conducted by Lowe, Kroeck, and Sivasubramaniam (1996) confirmed the positive relationship between transformational leadership and performance reported in the literature. But most of the studies included in the meta-analysis were based on leadership and performance data collected at the same point in time, and typically from the same source. Lowe et al. (1996) reported that the effects of common source bias inflated the relationship between transformational leadership and performance reported by many previous authors. Although the estimated true score correlation was still positive, Lowe et al. (1996) indicated that it was considerably lower when ratings of leadership and performance were collected from different sources. Judge and Piccolo (2004) performed a meta-analysis too and the results provided important support for the validity of transformational as well as contingent reward and to some extent, laissez-faire leadership. On the other hand, their results revealed that transformational and transactional leadership are so highly related that it makes it difficult to separate their unique effects. As mentioned before, Bass views transformational and transactional leadership as complementary not as mutually exclusive types of leadership.
Although transformational leadership theory is a popular research topic among scholars, there have been some concerns about the definition of the subdimensions of the Full Range of Leadership Model. Yukl (1999a Yukl ( , 1999b asserted that the diversity of behaviors encompassed by individualized consideration and contingent reward was problematic. Empirically, problems with MLQ5-X concerning its factorial (Rafferty and Griffin, 2004) and discriminant validity (Carless 1998 ) have been identified. Carless (1998) found that the MLQ-5X does not assess separate transformational leadership behaviors, but measures a single, hierarchical construct of transformational leadership.
The above findings have led researchers to choose different paths when examining transformational leadership. Some scholars have opted to use a global measure of transformational and transactional leadership instead of examining the individual subdimensions (Pillai et al., 1999) . Other researchers have used a reduced set of items to measure transformational leadership (e.g. Tejeda et al., 2001 ).
Other authors, such as Podsakoff et al. (1990) (Podsakoff et al. 1990: 112) TLI has been used in several studies on transformational leadership (Podsakoff et al., 1990; Kirkman et al., 2009; Bommer et al., 2005) Work by Podsakoff et al. (1996) found support for the factor structure of the TLI with each item possessing a completely standardized loading of 0.60 or above. Moreover, the Podsakoff et al. (1996) study found adequate discriminant validity between the measures, and reliabilities for the six dimensions ranging from 0.80 to 0.90. Because of the concerns about MLQ-5X mentioned above, the author of this paper felt the urge to develop Podsakoff's TLI and to create a scale suitable for the Turkish organizational setting. Afterwards, the nomological validity of this new scale will be tested by calculating correlations with the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ, short-form).
Item Generation
Upon completion of the literature review, qualitative methods have been used in order to generate items which will contribute to the development of transformational leadership behaviors scale: two focus groups and 4 in-depth interviews have been carried out.
a. Focus groups
When forming focus groups, researchers should pay close attention to the segmentation of the samples and homogeneity in the composition of the groups.
Participants should have something to say about the topic, they need to interact with other participants and talk without any reservation. Therefore, participants from similar backgrounds should be chosen to compose focus groups. Generally, a typical discussion lasts 1 or 2 hours, and the moderator should help the discussion flow from topic to topic without unnecessary digression (Morgan, 1997) 
Focus Group 1
The first focus group was conducted with four Ph.D. students knowing each other and the researcher. The range of participants' age changed between 25 and 40. It was a homogeneous group since all the members were similar in terms of age, educational background, and life styles. The study took place at the researcher's house and lasted for approximately one hour. Although a mini focus group with four people might seem small, the participants had all previous professional experience in different areas suitable for the research topic and they were comfortable with sharing their work experiences with other participants.
As being the moderator, the researcher started the conversation with a brief definition of transformational leadership, its effects on the outcomes of the employee and/or the organization. After pointing the differences between a transactional and a transformational leader, the researcher asked them: "According to you, what are the behaviors of a transformational leader that can lead to better performance and affective outcomes on the part of followers?" She suggested that their past work experiences could serve as a reference point to answer the question. She tried not to intervene and take part in the conversation to create a group dynamic among the participants. The researcher just made sure that everyone participated equally, that no one remained silent. Afterwards, participants were asked to describe the behaviors of a leader which would decrease the performance and the satisfaction of employees in order to discover what a transformational leader should not do in an organization. The discussion was tape-recorded during the whole time, transcribed and content analyzed afterwards.
Focus Group 2
The second focus group was administered on-line with seven people. Three of them were bankers, (branch manager, regional office manager and internal auditor), two participants were working in leasing, another one in logistics and the last one was working in healthcare industry. They were all college graduates; some of them had MBA degree. The range of age changed between 40 and 46. The participants knew each other; hence they were not reticent to express their ideas. The conversation lasted approximately one hour and a half.
The conversation started with a brief definition of transformational leadership, its effects on the outcomes of the employee and/or the organization. The researcher pointed the differences between a transactional and a transformational leader and asked them: "According to you, what are the behaviors of a transformational leader that can lead to better performance and affective outcomes on the part of followers?" As the participants were more experienced compared to those of the first focus group, there were several examples of transformational and also transactional leadership behaviors and it was possible to identify the affective outcomes of these behaviors since they were freely expressed in the conversation. The researcher tried to assure that everybody participated equally and asked sometimes to elaborate more on what is defined generally. The transcript of the study was printed out and content analyzed upon completion.
b. In-depth interviews
After the completion of focus groups, four in-depth interviews were conducted. The first one was carried out with a 41-year-old CEO of a Turkish bank. He had been working in the banking industry for 17 years and worked in several positions in two banks. The second one was conducted with a 39-year-old woman who worked in three banks in inspection and credit marketing departments and consulting firms for years. The third one is a 36-year-old woman with a working experience of 15 years in HR departments of several banks. The fourth interview was conducted with a 34-year-old woman who had been working for 11 years; she worked in two banks in inspection and HR departments. She was the manager of the HR department of a Turkish prêt-a-porter firm at the moment of the interview.
The first in-depth interview was conducted at the house of the researcher, it lasted one hour. Three other in-depth interviews were conducted by means of video chat. The conversations were tape-recorded, transcribed and content analyzed. The second in-depth interview lasted one hour and fifteen minutes, the third one 1 hour and the last one 45 minutes.
The researcher started the in-depth interviews as she started the focus groups discussions. She, first, defined transformational leadership behaviors, mentioned the effects of transformational leadership behaviors on the outcomes of the employees and/or the organization and clarified the differences between transactional and transformational leadership. Then, the following question was asked: "According to you, what are the behaviors of a transformational leader that can lead to better performance and affective outcomes on the part of followers?" However, during the interviews, depending on the answers of the interviewees, the researcher asked additional questions to clarify the answers or she, sometimes, intervened to concentrate on the topic when the interviewees started digressing.
c. Limitations
Due to time and space constraints, it was possible to conduct only two focus groups. One of them was conducted on-line because participants were working during the week, they were dwelling in different parts of Istanbul and they could not reach an agreement on a date to gather. On-line focus groups offer time and space advantages, but on-line environments eliminate the expressive functions of paraverbal cues. (Montoya-Weiss et al., 1998) . As a result, the author of this paper found it necessary to encourage participants to use longer and more complex syntax in order to convey meaning through text. Also, parallel r r communication among participants, if existed, was beyond the control of the author since they may have had a conversation by means of other virtual environments at the same time.
Item List
The transcripts of focus groups and in-depth interviews were content analyzed by the researcher. At first, there were 34 items identified. After eliminating items that were similar with those found in the literature review or related to other types of leadership behaviors, there were 23 items remaining. Consequently, the list of items was sent to two judges. Podsakoff et al. (1990) identified six dimensions in transformational leadership literature; the judges were given these six dimensions as well as an "other" category for items that they could not classify in the six dimensions. The reliability of inter-judge agreement is calculated using both Cohen's Kappa and Reliability Index.
Cohen's Kappa is calculated using the following formula:
where Pa is the proportion of agreed on judgments
Pc is the proportion of agreements one would expect by chance.
Pa was 0.87, Pc was 0.24 thus Cohen's Kappa was 0.83
This coefficient is sufficiently high. However, the Index of Reliability (Ir) was also calculated to confirm inter-rater agreement. Ir is calculated using the following formula:
where Fo is the observed number of agreements by both judges, N is the total number of observations, and k is number of categories. Fo is 20, N is 23, and k is 7. Thus, Ir is calculated to be 0.93. This is also a satisfactory level of reliability.
Both Cohen's Kappa and Index of Reliability show that, there is a satisfactory level of interrater agreement in categorizing the observations. Afterwards, items that the judges could not agree on were eliminated, there were 20 items left, as shown below, representing the six dimensions of transformational leadership behaviors presented by Podsakoff et al. (1990) : The leader being interested in the follower's professional development 4
10
The leader building a personal dialogue with employees 4
11
The leader being consistent in his/her words and actions 4
12
The leader sharing with followers the vision of the organization 4
13
The leader setting challenging goals 3
14
The leader being fair to every employee 3
15
The leader allowing the follower to take initiative 2
16
The leader encouraging the follower to be creative 2
17
The leader asking the follower's opinion about how to improve the way they do things 1
18
The leader conveying consistent messages 1
19
The leader setting goals with the members of the team 1
20
The leader being a mentor 1
Then, the author combined these items with those of Podsakoff et al. (1996) ; items that were not similar to those generated in focus groups and in-depth interviews were picked and items that were considered ambiguous or irrelevant were omitted.
These items were randomly put into the questionnaire, the order of the statements can be found in the following table. The abbreviations used for the dimensions are also listed in the table. The author designed two questionnaires using different scales. Though the Transformational Leadership Behavior Inventory (TLI) (Podsakoff et al., 1996) used a 7-point Likert Scale, a 5-point Likert Scale was used. The second questionnaire used these statements in the same order but, a ratio scale was chosen (0-100). Both questionnaires were sent to respondents via e-mail at the same time.
Scale Purification and Data Analysis
The questionnaire was sent to 54 people, 33 questionnaires were sent back. The response rate is 61%. 28 respondents were working in banking industry in several levels: 20 of them were working in the same Turkish bank, 6 of them were working in another Turkish bank, 2 other respondents were working in different foreign banks in Turkey. Two respondents were working in the same insurance company and the other 3 respondents were working respectively in marketing firms. The average tenure was 31 months and the range of age changed from 23 to 56. There were 18 female (54.5 %) and 15 male (45.5%) respondents, 13 of them (39.4%) had a master degree and the other 20 persons (60.6%) were college graduates.
a. Reliability analysis
As the sample is formed of 33 cases, it is too small for a factor analysis. Thus, the author checked the reliability of the dimensions classified in the questionnaire without considering factors. The scale was reduced by investigating coefficient alpha and plotting the item-tototal scale correlations for each dimension. Items that produced a sharp drop in the plotted pattern were eliminated. Table 3 presents the coefficient alpha values and the items that were not omitted. After this item purification process, total Cronbach's alpha calculated for the 25 items is 0.945, which is highly satisfactory. The author also checked the reliability of the items in the ratio scale. The list of the items included in the dimensions is presented below: After this item purification process, total Cronbach's alpha is 0.966.
b. Validity analysis
Reliability, convergent validity and discriminant validity analysis are conducted using MTMM matrix. That's why; the same questionnaire is redesigned as ratio scale with same questions. The final version of this questionnaire with 25 items is presented in Appendix A. Both questionnaires were sent to respondents at the same time. This may have caused some bias. The cells with blue color represent the reliability diagonal. These figures are Cronbach's Alpha values. It is seen from the table that all the reliability values are at high levels. Also, the ratio scale seems to be more reliable than the interval scale. Except for the values in the reliability diagonal, all the other coefficients are computed by Pearson correlations.
For high reliability measures, the reliability values should be the highest figures in the matrix. However, some of the cells in the validity diagonal have higher values than reliability measures. This was an expected situation because same questions were asked to same respondents at the same time; assumption of maximally different methods is violated.
Validity diagonal values are just correlations of dimensions between two similar methods. This leads to inflated correlations in validity diagonal. If maximally different methods had been used, validity diagonal values would have been lower.
For convergent validity, coefficients in the validity diagonal should be significantly different from zero and high enough to warrant further investigation. The cells colored in orange represent the validity diagonal. Values on this diagonal are high and significantly different from zero at 0.01 level. This is a strong evidence of convergent validity.
For discriminant validity, three criteria should be met. First, a validity coefficient should be higher than values lying in its column and row in the same heteromethod block. Validity coefficient values in the matrix above are higher than all coefficients in the heterotraitmonomethod block. Second, the validity coefficients should be higher than the correlations in the heterotrait-monomethod triangles. Except one cell, this condition is also fulfilled: the correlation coefficient between G and M in the Method 2 (ratio), 0.902, is higher than validity coefficients 0.876, 0.892 and 0.897. Finally, the pattern of correlations should be the same in all the heterotrait triangles. But, we cannot observe the same pattern of trait interrelationship in all triangles. , 11 th and 12 th rows of the same column, we see that the trend is increase (from 0.594 to 0.622), decrease (from 0.622 to 0.608), decrease (from 0.608 to 0.589) and increase from (0.589 to 0.763). Although, the same pattern of trait interrelationship does not exist in all triangles, we can still talk about discriminant validity. Yet, it needs further improvement.
In conclusion, we can say that both methods are reliable. There is also evidence for convergent validity. But, the criteria for discriminant validity are partly met. The main reason is that providing an appropriate model and fostering the acceptance of group goals dimensions are highly correlated. The TLI of Podsakoff et al. (1990) measures six dimensions of transformational leadership. However, three dimensions (articulating a vision, providing an appropriate model, and fostering the acceptance of group goals) were found to be highly intercorrelated and were modeled as indicators of a second-order construct called core transformational leader behavior, as in Podsakoff et al. (1990) . In fact, these three dimensions were expected to be highly intercorrelated as mentioned above. But, here, there are other dimensions which are highly correlated like identifying and articulating a vision and intellectual stimulation. In the original model, too, there was a similar situation, the core transformational leadership construct and intellectual stimulation were highly correlated (r= 0.84). Podsakoff et al. (1990) explained that situation by quoting Bass who suggested that transformational leader behaviors (especially articulating and propagating new ideas and beliefs) may be a key determinant of the intellectual stimulation of followers. By the same token, articulating a vision may be understood by the employee that the leader expresses his/her high performance expectations from employees. High performance expectations dimension is not correlated with providing an appropriate model, providing individualized support and fostering the acceptance of group goals dimensions as expected. As for other correlations between other dimensions, like identifying and articulating a vision and providing individualized support, Buttler et al. (1999) identified a similar pattern, their sample was a small one (N=78) and they collected data from one company. In the present study, approximately % 60 of the data was collected from a Turkish bank's employees. Therefore, by using large samples, this high intercorrelation problem can be overcome. Podsakoff et al. (1996) collected data from 1539 employees across a very wide variety of different industries, organizational settings, and job levels; the correlations coefficients were lower but still existant. For example, the correlation coefficient between providing individualized support and providing an appropriate model was 0.54. Bommer et al. (2005) explain that high intercorrelation among transformational leadership behaviors dimensions is not unusual in literature examining transformational leadership behavior since they are hypothesized dimensions of an underlying conceptual framework. As the author used the same dimensions and picked some of the original items along with items generated from the qualitative study, high intercorrelations among dimensions were expected.
c. Limitations
There are several limitations to this study. First, sample size is small, 33 is a minimum level. Second, the two questionnaires were sent at the same time. This causes a risk of bias in the results because the respondents may check their answers and try to be consistent with their first answers.
The Effects of Transformational Leadership Behaviors on Followers' Job Satisfaction
While filling out the newly created Transformational Leadership Scale (TLS), respondents were also asked to fill out the 20-item short form of the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ, 1977) (Appendix B). The Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ) is designed to measure employees' satisfaction with their particular job. There are five answer choices ranging from very dissatisfied to very satisfied. The MSQ has been shown to possess generally good psychometric properties and correlates well with other measures of job satisfaction.
Correlation coefficients between the total score of the scale (interval scale-purified version) and the total score of the MSQ were calculated. The author, first, checked the distribution of data points to see if they are suitable for Pearson correlation calculations.
Figure 1. Distribution of Data Points
It seems that there is a positive relationship between transformational leadership behaviors and followers' job satisfaction. After that, the bivariate correlation between the total scores of the new scale (TLS) and the MSQ was calculated. (2-tailed) ,002 N 33 33 **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
The Pearson correlation coefficient is 0.528 (significant at the 0.01, 2-tailed), that means that there is a positive correlation between transformational leadership behaviors and followers' job satisfaction. There is quite a strong relationship between them. The coefficient of determination is 0.279; transformational leadership behaviors help to explain nearly 28% of the variance in respondents' scores on the job satisfaction scale.
The author, also, checked the correlations among the dimensions of TLS and total satisfaction. The values on the diagonal are Cronbach's alpha values. Job satisfaction of the employees' is significantly correlated with all dimensions except for high performance expectations and intellectual stimulation. In other words, the "core" transformational leader behaviors (the first three dimensions) and individualized support are positively correlated with employees' job satisfaction. Intellectual stimulation and high performance expectations may not have an effect on the satisfaction of employees because these behaviors require the change of the routine, it means challenge for them. If these behaviors are overemphasized, they may have a negative influence on follower's job satisfaction as it will increase their stress.
a. Limitations
The relation between job satisfaction and transformational leadership behaviors was measured by the bivariate correlation between the results of the new transformational leadership scale and the MSQ. The respondents providing the measure of the predictor and criterion variable were the same persons. This may have created a common method bias and consequently, the correlation coefficient might be inflated.
Conclusion
Transformational leadership has been a subject of interest during the last couple of decades. Many researchers have studied this topic and some developed scales to measure its dimensions. The author tried to develop the scale of Podsakoff et al. (TLI, 1996) and to adapt it for studies conducted in the Turkish organizational setting. Upon completion of the literature review, two focus groups and four in-depth interviews were carried out to generate items. Two questionnaires, one with interval scale and one with ratio scale, composed of 32 items were prepared and sent to respondents. Data were collected from a sample of 33 respondents. The author used the six dimensions of transformational leadership as presented in the original scale of Podsakoff et al. (1996) . After the item purification process and reliability analysis, 25 items were left. Cronbach's alpha values were calculated, and they resulted in satisfactory levels for a newly developed scale. The author employed MTMM matrix for further reliability and validity issues. Although the 2 methods used are not maximally different, the correlation values in MTMM matrix were compared to assess reliability and convergent validity; convergent validity is ensured. As for discriminant validity, the scale might need further improvement. Additionally, a bigger sample would give a better chance to evaluate the psychometric properties of the transformational leadership scale. Then, it would be possible to perform a factor analysis, for example.
After the development of the scale, the author tried to define the relationship between transformational leadership behaviors and followers' job satisfaction by means of the MSQ sent at the same time with the questionnaires. The scale in the interval form was used to compute Pearson correlation coefficients. The author, first, checked the correlations between the total scores of the scale and the MSQ. Then, correlation coefficients between every dimension of transformational leadership behaviors and followers' job satisfaction were calculated. Transformational leader behaviors in total were largely correlated with followers' job satisfaction, but when the correlations of each dimension with followers' job satisfaction were checked, high performance expectations and intellectual stimulation were not significantly correlated with job satisfaction. That is a plausible situation because the change of the routine and challenge may not have an effect on the job satisfaction of employees; in fact, if overemphasized, these two dimensions may have a negative influence. As the author used the same respondents, this may have caused a common method variance, the correlation coefficients might be inflated. Also, for future research, it would be interesting to measure the effects of moderators and/or mediators on this relationship between transformational leader behaviors and followers' job satisfaction. On the basis of your answers and those of people like you, we hope to get a better understanding of the things people like and dislike about their jobs.
On the next page you will find statements about your present job.
1. Read each statement carefully. 2. Decide how you feel about the aspect of your job described by the statement. 
